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1. I have been requested to comment upon a 
projected extension of the functions of * i i’ v ■ 

Under Amendment #3 the be agu e will be required to set 
up a paramilitary staybehind net in Eastern Germany, 
designed to become operative with outbreak of hostilities 
between the USSR and the Western Allies, 
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2, Jtr J^eaak-Wisnar has presented the salient issues 
involved by posing the question whether ,,..”the new 
amendment proposed would open up an entirely new line 
of activity for this organization one which is not 
germane to its present activities (my underlining) and 
which would tend to distract the attention and dilute 
the effort of this organization which Is primarily 
designed for work in the cold war .^ychological warfare 
field”. I submit that these questions should be answered 
in the affirmative and the amendment be disapproved, 

I disagree with the position taken by the author of the 
draft of a memorandum, dated 6 May 1952, to thO"J) e puty 
D-iraetor ('Plans-) , who contends that the amendment can 
in practice be confined to a "limited development along 
wartime lines of existing organizations of proven motiv- 
ation” . 
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^ decisive faqto;^'contributing to the success 
of Le s tguo , one of most decisive contributions 

to our cold war effort against^he DpR, has been its 
homogeneity of purpose which/^/ has with determination 
defended against all comers vof whdm the undersigned 
was one). All attempts at Instituting a controlled ex - 
l^^ploitation of the— b e- a g u e *-s resistance potential along 
lines have been warded off put 
^ it, more aptly than tactfully, when the issue came to 
a head: "We don't want prostitute Jto„J^^ 

support of intelligence operations”, •P&'ls now faced 
with a similar situation. For reasons outlined below 
-rJ’C should not give its consent to the projected major 
departure, 

M lie 

4. Amendment #3 is bound to sidetrack th e Lea g u e 
as a whole into a field of essentially unorthodox 
endeavor. In the discharge of its primary psychological 
warfare function it has all along employed a highly 
successful technique, well adapted to the German mentality 
on whose Ingrained respect for the rule of the law it 

is capitalizing. By ringing the changes on this leit - 

TPC ^ md^tf 7 ~the~ie«gue* has succeeded in upholding the ortho - 

dox concept of the rule of the law in the face of 
communist efforts to substitute for it executive exped - 
iency under guise of legal procedure. Irrespective of 









the constitutionality of the East German regime, a 
paramilitary program is bound to defy de facto authority 
I maintain that one and the same organization should 
not on the one hand harrass the regime by charging it 
with violations of the criminal code, of human rights 
and with the abridgement of constitutional freedoms and 
^t the same time undertake the organization of a para - 
military apparat which even during its pre-operative 
phase will run afoul of German laws. 




5. I have not in any of the correspondence made 
available to me found a convincing explanation why 
t)'.' ^ ^the— resistance potentieil should be considered 
as particularly adajfed let alone adaptable to the 
requirements of organizing a paramilitary staybehind net 
equipped to operate along unconventional warfare lines. 
Would it not be more correct to say that th e - L e agu e *-s Trfc^^BhK. 
co-workers, for the most part jurists, are for the 
purposes envisaged eminently unqualified? Are they not 
by temperament and by upbringing the very stratum of ly 
German society whose conspicuous unwillingness to offer M 
resistance to de facto authority by unconventional » 

methods is a matter of historical record? 
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6. Success or failure of the paramilitary program 
will be conditioned by factors of operational security i 
and by standards of operational reporting. This puts / 

HeiVA^^it clej^l^^^ the- L ed ffl i fe . ^ ^ unchallenged boss, / 

^ ' His success, at least in part, can be attributed to his 
, flair for publicity, A pronounced penchant to project 
himself upon the national scene , is not matched by an 
equally fervid attachment to the truth. In the presenta- 
tion of facts he does not display the Judgment and 
. c Ir cums jtie ctAon which he has shown in the selection of > 
his^’st^fn^Dr boast that he directs an intelligence W 
net of about 4UD6 persons throughout the Soviet Zone 
of Germany, will strike anybody familiar with conditions 
in the Soviet Zone as somewhat imrealistic. It may make 
sense from the point of view of psycholgical warfare to 
advance such claims. However, if they pertain to the 
effectiveness and size of a paramilitary staybehind 
organization, and especially if they are included in 
'2 the Jeint-Ghief^5--of Staff estimate, major inaacuracies 
may one day have to be paid for in^ blood, 

7, I do not knovr whether planning should at 

this stage take into account contingencies that will 
develop as a result of a partial restoration of German 
sovereignty and of German re-militarization. The question 
suggests Itself whether it will be possible to maintain 
untrammelled U,S, control over cold war agencies at 
present working under our auspices and whether we will 

be able to hold on to our paramilitary assets if they 
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are deyelor>ed through one of them, 

J “iTd f ' -' 6‘i. 

, ?he SH) has as far as tfee-ijeague is concerned — 
adopted a position of benevolent neutrality. With 'Cj, 
3 predictable certainty the— SPD - not ■Br'•S^5hu^aaeh&3r'alone - 
will oppose and possibly try to thwart the activation 
of staybehind resistance nets in Eastern Germany which 
they would indict as corollary to the defensive thinking 
of the American General Staff and as at variance with 
the stTpulation that only a massive and offensively 
motivated military investment can enlist German support, 

I doubt that there has been any material change in this 
• attitude since 194-9 when courted an unqualified 
Refusal in its quest for SPD^ support in the recruitment 
of W/T operators. We should of course not allow oursel"“d- 
to be thrown off the course by the anticipation of 
opposition. It appears pertinent though to pose the 
question wh ethe r the prospect of an unbridgeable rift 
n between gthee.4rf5S^ and all that e ntails for 

the successful discharge" of < sm-- ^~ 6 ^ Ui^s> Psychological " ' 
warfare responsibilities* is not a weighty factor on 
which the views of the field should be solicited? 










9, Prior to turning {1DrJ^> over toQPg^mianagement , 
had been tested by the^Tffiaer signed on a number or 

:ype assignments. He was found not qualified for 

orthodox intelligence work, mainly because of a con - 
splcuous absence of proper intelligence value standards 
to guide his efforts, a shortcoming that would make 
itself felt in the execution of a program as set forth 
in Amendment #3* This situatlon^ia^ot be remedied by 
the simple device of providing(^ f with a deputy in 
direct charge of the par amjj .lt aiiirse tup. In recognition 
of the fact that Cth»-£eaguQ is essentially a one-man 
Amend^ment #3 makes special provision to accord 



J9a ^qny 1,|^ ant voice In the 
of the f^ideelle Betreuungss^iie 
although it provide s '“a mod lcum~of 
psychological warfare program of 
be relegated into a secondary pos 
genuine delegation of responsib 
deputy and is likely to saddle" 
remote control situation. 



jement of the affairs 
This arrangement, 
assu rance that the 
rill not 




, precludes a 
ities to the p>aramilitary 
ith a very untidy 
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10, From the viewpoint of protecting the c 
Ion, of the paramilitary apparat<t^3tQeelle"Betr^^^^ 

Amendment #3 provides the cClT5eTvaBry w6Fs€ 




’"■'Ablution, The vigilance of the c ommunist security 
services is focussed upon ^^^^^g^and its activities 
which constitute a grave t to e at 'to the internal stabil- 
ity of the East German regime. For the purpose of 
mustering adequate safeguards, we must predicate our 
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securi;^ planning on the assumption that the penetration 
i< of high on the priority schedi^e of 

those services. What Amendment #3 in effect proves is to 
move the most vulnerable and delicate mechanism of the 
paramilitary system into an area of maximum exposure. 
Hostile services will have little trouble in^sEPlyirig 
the assets already developed in combattingftha^^ai^/' to 
its paramilitary^ annex, /?„ 
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11, '*! also have the impression that we are getting 
to the point where we seem to be tacking a paramilitary^' 
tail onto too many of o ur major org anizational activities 
in Germany** (quoted froitt: :!^ memorandum.dated 

15 April 1952), It is my' opinion that the farming out 
of the implementation of our paramilitary program to ; 
semi- autonomous German organizations, consoling ourselves! 
with a residuum of broad and largely ineffectual super - : 
visory powers, is fraught with dang er, Bv p llJne vast 
stay be hind commitments upon a si 1m dLmarlcai^ taffed 
control base and by exercizing control through proxy, 
we will be placing ourselves into a most disadvantageous 
position, should we - in the face of a sudden crisis - 
be called upon to effect a smooihand speedy transfer 
of our paramilitary assets to (Armj^l control . The success 
of our staybehind program is not reflected in the 
publication of imposing and sometimes grossly misleading ; 
statistics, but in a current and reliable estimate of 
the speed and efficiency with which we shall be able 
to convert our resistance potential into highly selective,, 
tightly controlled and securely organized resistance task 
forces ready for action on D-day, Amendment #3 fails to 
provide the prerequisites for a staff control situation 
from which such estimates would normally flow. 



12, It need not be stressed that, were I convinced 
that Amendment #3 represents the only feasible approach 
to the establls h^nt of a paramilitary staybehind net, 

-Tf' s^tvAii^'^the sacrifice .^^^^B^^ssets which it might entail would 
not weigh heavily enough to support my recommendation to 
disapprove it, I am cdnvinced, however, that a more 
acceptable alternative is clearly within our capabilities. 
The problems with which we are faced in our paramilitary 
planning should be viewed primarily not in terms of 
convertible assets, but of providing an organizational 
framev/ork which at the outbi*^ of hostilities on short 
notice, or even prior to this event, can be fitted into 
the command structure of an army (MTO or EDC), For 
current planning I could visualize as a practicable short - 
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term solutio n the act lv'^'bi&n of a paramilltarjA staff 
composed of t^er IcaiT^ nd Geriiian experts in the field of 
unconventional warfare, operating under ^Tgrr=dtt3£^ cover, 

We should without misgivings forego the rather transparent 
fiction that the staybe^lnd effectives are exclusively 
German controlled. Some of the advantages of 
cover immediately suggest themselves: The paramilitary 
control element CQiJ^ easily lose Itself in the complex 
-vastness of the<^^^^taff structure, where it would 
enjoy the protection of the (gS^;^sec urlty services. Its 
reporting would be governed by^^^) standards of 
accountability, it^-^isciplinepe" sanctioned by the 
provisions of the <®llltar^ code , its logistic support 
pro blem s be facilltatStMSy organizational proximity to 
anC^^^s t af f , Whether such an arrangement would allow 
forthe proper handling of the political ramifications 
of a staybehind program, could only be determined on the 
basis of trial. 
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